• Eye irritation and increased eye blink rate depend almost .tirely on the particulate phase of ETS. Particle filtration dimin-ics the sense of irritation greatly.
a Weber (1984) suggested that ETS corresponding to CO ncentrations of 1.5 to 2.0 ppm should form the maximum permis-ale level of exposure in environmentally realistic circumstances. b about 2 ppm of CO, almost 20% of occupants report "strong" "very strong" eye irritation. Cain et al. (1983) and Clausen et . (1985) found that incremental CO concentrations of 1 to 2 ppm i to 20% of visitors becoming dissatisfied with the air.
One of the more important issues with respect to control of PS is whether nitration of the particles will reduce discomfort. 3 indicated above, Weber and colleagues found only a small duction of annoyance when they filtered the particles with Cam-idge pads. Since their criteria for annoyance largely assessed lor, their data largely agree with those of Clausen et al. (1985), bo found that electrostatic precipitation of the particles caused ) significant reduction in odor perceived by visitors to a cham-;r. Nevertheless, Weber and associates did find that filtration duced reported eye irritation considerably. This led them to •aw the conclusion that eye irritation derived largely from the irticulate phase of ETS. Cain et al. (in press), on the other hand, und only a slight reduction of irritation following electrostatic :ecipitation of the particles. This disparity suggests the need for more direct comparison of the sensory effects of the two filtration ethods and for chemical analysis in order to determine whether ambridge pads remove a vapor-phase constitutent of ETS that left airborne by electrostatic precipitation.
Field Studies
Winnecke et al. (1984) argued that when people engage in so-al activities (e.g., playing cards or games) they become somewhat ss critical of the environment and will tolerate a level correspond-g to more than a 5-ppm increment in CO. It is suggested that hen undistracted, occupants of chambers in experimental studies tight complain about circumstances that would go unnoticed in fe situations. On the other hand, irritation may prove relatively isistant to distraction. Restaurants would seem to offer a realistic roving ground for the interpretation of the chamber studies.e Figure 10-3) to reduc odors to a level that would satisfy 80% of the judges.
